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EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY
In April 2014, the Higher Education Leadership and Management Survey (HELMs) was sent 
to over 7,000 individuals in the UK who had previously had some involvement with the 
Leadership Foundation for Higher Education. The survey was designed in collaboration with 
Ashridge Business School and the University of the West of England. This report is one of 
four that analyse the data generated by HELMs. It focuses on three sets of questions that 
relate to the motivation and development of leaders in higher education. 
Other major themes that emerged from the HELMs data set include what is expected from 
leadership, work–life balance and governance. These are covered by the other reports in this 
series:
• Leading higher education
• Motivating and developing leaders
• Leadership and work-life balance
• Governors’ views of their institutions, leadership and governance
Sample and focus
The sample for this report is 848 respondents from HELMs, all working at higher education 
institutions (HEIs). It is dominated by senior staff, those in professional service roles and 
women, but it nonetheless broadly reflects the heterogeneity of the sector in terms of 
institution type, job role, and demographic characteristics. 
This paper presents an analysis of qualitative and quantitative data collected from HELMs, 
and draws upon responses to questions that asked specifically about respondents’ 
motivation in higher education (and the factors that underpinned this motivation), about 
respondents’ experiences in learning and development and their ideas of what is needed in 
order to develop future leaders. The following is a summary of key themes within the report 
findings.
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1 Iyengar, & Lepper (1999)
2 This high proportion is likely to 
reflect the specific nature of the sample 
(individuals who had engaged with the 
Leadership Foundation at some point in 
the past) rather than engagement levels 
in higher education more generally.
Motivation in higher education
The survey revealed a remarkable consistency in the factors that motivated respondents 
(although there were some differences as a function of gender, age and job role). 
• Intrinsic factors (including work that is challenging or interesting, that provides 
opportunities for learning and development, and that provides autonomy) are the 
most motivating. This finding is consistent with evidence the intrinsic (individualistic) 
motivating factors are especially valued in Western cultures1.
• Social factors (including receiving respectful treatment and having inspirational 
colleagues and leaders) are the next most important motivators.
• The remaining factors, which relate to (1) making a contribution (to society or students) 
and to (2) career concerns (salary, incentives, career path clarity, job security and formal 
recognition) are both relatively less important (although they do still matter).
• A number of gender differences emerged in motivating factors. These included the 
finding that women tended to rate social factors as more important for their motivation 
than men did. Beyond this, women also expressed greater sensitivity to having clarity in 
their career path than men.
• The age of the respondent also played a role in motivating factors. In particular, 
younger respondents tended to rate engagement with students as less motivating than 
older respondents. Younger respondents also expressed greater sensitivity to factors 
related directly to their career.
• Respondents in academic or academic leadership roles tended to be more motivated by 
contributing to society or students than were respondents in professional service roles. 
Development and learning in higher education 
Respondents generally expressed satisfaction with institutional support for their 
development and learning and reported high levels of engagement with learning and 
development activities. 
• The vast majority of respondents (88%) had participated in one or more learning and 
development activities in the preceding 12-month period2. Although respondents 
engaged in a wide diversity of activities, professional development activities, internal 
leadership and management courses and leadership foundation courses were most 
prevalent. 
• Sizeable minorities of the sample said that their institution did not allocate sufficient 
resources for their learning and development (35%) and that their institution did not 
prioritise the career progression and development of staff (35%). 
• The respondents who were most likely to say that they would need to leave their institution 
in order to progress in their career were those who (1) perceived that their institution did not 
prioritise their career development, (2) used online learning and development resources, 
and (3) reported a lack of clarity over how to progress their career.
• One-third of the sample reported having a mentor. The vast majority (88%) of those 
with mentors reported benefiting from this relationship. Among those respondents who 
did not have a mentor, expectations of benefiting from this relationship were somewhat 
lower (65%). However, women who did not have a mentor had higher expectations of 
possible benefit than men (70% versus 58%).
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Developing future leaders 
There was almost unanimous agreement that institutions could do more to develop the 
next generation of institutional leaders. While it is always possible for institutions to do 
more, respondents identified concrete gaps in their institution’s HR development. 
• Around equal numbers of respondents reported that their institution had formal 
processes for the identification and development of future leaders as those who 
reported that their institution did not have these processes. There were, however, high 
levels of uncertainty with approximately one-third of the sample reporting not knowing 
whether such programmes were available within their institutions.  
• Many respondents suggested that the effective development of future leaders required 
a comprehensive cross-institutional approach to succession planning (rather than ad 
hoc or overly narrow approaches). 
• At the same time, many respondents expressed concern over equity of access to leadership 
development schemes, suggesting that stereotypes around age, gender, job role and 
location (internal or external to the institution) affect perceptions of leadership potential.
• Finally, respondents emphasised the importance of institutions ‘walking the walk’ of 
leadership development, such that leadership training be accompanied by on-the-job 
growth opportunities. 
Recommendations
The findings of this survey have clear implications for HEIs interested in motivating and 
developing their leaders. 
While staff are motivated by a range of factors, intrinsic factors – those relating to challenging 
work and opportunities for growth and autonomy – are especially important. Institutions that 
can harness the intrinsic motivation of their staff will reap the benefits (while avoiding costs 
associated with more extrinsic means of motivating). The major lever that organisations have 
for increasing intrinsic motivation is effective job design; there is a great deal of evidence 
that jobs that are varied, that provide autonomy and that staff experience as meaningful are 
associated with increased motivation, higher job satisfaction and lower burnout Parker (2014). 
• In the particular case of younger staff, there is evidence that job security and career 
path clarity concerns may play a bigger role than intrinsic factors. 
• Staff at two-thirds of institution in the sample reported satisfaction with levels of 
institutional support for their learning and development. However, among staff at 
the remaining one-third of institutions, perceptions that their institution did not 
prioritise their career development or provide a clear career path were associated with 
a belief that they would need to exit their institution to get ahead. Institutions who are 
concerned with retaining their high-potential staff should attend to these factors. 
• The majority of staff with mentors report benefiting from this relationship (particularly where 
this relationship is formalised). A somewhat smaller proportion of staff who do not have 
a mentor expect to benefit from such a relationship (this is most evident among women). 
Sustainable investment in mentoring schemes is a proven strategy for staff development.  
• The vast majority of respondents felt that more could be done to develop future 
institutional leaders. Institutions could look to contextualise such initiatives 
in institution-wide succession planning efforts, ensuring equity of access and 
accompanying training and development with on-the-job opportunities for growth. 
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THE HIGHER 
EDUCATION 
LEADERSHIP AND 
MANAGEMENT 
SURVEY
In late 2013, the Leadership Foundation commissioned the Higher Education Leadership 
and Management Survey (HELMs). The aims were to investigate current (and emerging) 
issues and challenges for leaders of higher education in the UK; build evidence to inform the 
development of the Foundation’s strategy, programmes and events, and create a baseline of 
information about the leaders whom we engage with and which could be followed up with 
further surveys.
The survey was designed in collaboration with Ashridge Business School and the University 
of the West of England. Given the slightly different leadership contexts for those employed 
by universities, university governors, students and those working in other higher education 
organisations, four survey questionnaires were designed with a combination of standard questions 
(drawn from the Ashridge Management Index) and specific questions tailored to the different 
groups of respondents. The survey included a number of closed questions (ie, those that require 
respondents to use a specified response scale) about a broad range of topics related to leadership 
and management in higher education institutions. The survey additionally provided many 
opportunities for respondents to give explanations for their responses or to share related thoughts.
Between April and May 2014, the Leadership Foundation sent 7,375 emails to people who had 
engaged with the Foundation in some way over the previous 10 years with an invitation to visit the 
HELMs site and complete the survey. There were 848 responses to the institutional survey, 67 for 
the governors survey, 54 for the higher education agencies survey and one for the student survey. 
In total, then, the response rate was 13% (970 from 7,375).  Ashridge Business School (the survey 
hosts) provided the raw survey data in SPSS.  The in-depth analysis and production of this series 
of reports were undertaken by experts in leadership research and qualitative analysis (Kim Peters, 
Michelle Ryan and David Greatbatch).
More detail about the background to HELMs and the methods of the original survey can be found 
in Appendix 1. 
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3 Principle axis factor analysis with 
varimax rotation supports the extraction 
of these four overarching categories.  
THIS REPORT: 
SAMPLE AND 
METHODOLOGY
This report summarises the responses of the 848 staff working at HEIs in the UK who 
responded to HELMs online. This sample largely comprised very senior individuals with 
high levels of leadership responsibility in their institutions or the sector more broadly. As a 
consequence, this sample is uniquely placed to comment on issues related to leadership in 
higher education. 
The characteristics of the sample are summarised in Appendix 2. While the sample was diverse, 
the following groups were particularly well represented: senior staff (92% reported leadership 
responsibilities; 42% of academic staff were professors and 71% of professional service staff 
were managers or directors), staff with long tenure (40% had worked for their institutions for 
10 or more years), staff aged over 50 (47%) and women (almost 60% of respondents).
Here, we focus on the parts of the survey that asked about respondents’ work motivation, 
their own learning and development and their perspectives on the development of future 
leaders. An overview of the questions that are included in this analysis are provided below, 
divided into three major sections: (1) motivation in higher education, (2) experiences in 
learning and development and (3) developing future leaders. 
Measuring motivation in higher education
Respondents were asked to indicate how important 13 factors were in motivating them 
in their work by assigning a number between 1 (very important) and 4 (completely 
unimportant) to each factor. For clarity of reporting, we reverse-coded responses to all the 
motivating factors so that in each case higher values indicated greater importance. The 13 
factors map onto four broad categories of motivations3.
• Intrinsic factors (including the following three factors: Challenging / interesting work; 
Having autonomy over my work; and The opportunity to learn and develop my skills 
and knowledge)
• Social factors (including the following three factors: Being treated with respect; 
Working for an inspiring leader / manager; and Working with inspiring colleagues)
• Career factors (including the following five factors: A high basic salary; Performance-
related pay / incentive schemes; Clear career advancement within the institution; Job 
security; and Formal recognition of my achievements)
• Contribution factors (including the following two factors: Doing work that is of value to 
society; Engaging with students). 
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Respondents were also provided with the opportunity to list any other factors (beyond 
those mentioned above) that were important in motivating them in their work.
One further question that we will discuss in this section of the report relates to respondents’ 
explanations for their assumptions of additional leadership responsibilities. In particular, 
after documenting their leadership responsibilities, respondents were asked to explain 
why they chose to take them up. These explanations provide insight into motivations that 
specifically pertain to leadership in higher education.  
Measuring learning and development in higher education
In this section, respondents were first asked to respond to five statements that tapped 
into their perceptions that they are supported in their learning and development by their 
institutions. For each statement, they were asked to respond using a five-point scale (where 
1=strongly agree, 3=don’t know, 5=strongly disagree):
• Institutional resources: ‘Sufficient resource is allocated to my learning and 
development by my institution.’
• Low institutional priority: ‘Career progression and development opportunities for staff 
are not a priority in my institution.’
• Career path clarity: ‘I am clear about what I need to do in order to progress in my career.’ 
• Online resources: ‘I regularly use online resources to support and enhance my personal 
and professional development.’ 
• Exit to progress: ‘I would need to leave my current institution to progress my career.’
Next, respondents were asked to answer five questions about career mentors. They 
responded to each question using a dichotomous (Yes / No) response scale:
• Mentor existence: ‘Do you have a mentor?’
• Mentor location: ‘Is your mentor someone within your institution?’
• Mentor type: ‘Is this a formal mentoring relationship?’ 
• Benefits: ‘Do you feel your own development and learning would, or does, benefit from 
having a mentor?’ 
Respondents were additionally asked to comment on the impact of mentors with 
the following free response question: ‘What impact has being mentored had on your 
performance in your role and your career progression?’ 
The final set of four questions in this section asked respondents a series of questions about 
their participation in learning and development activities. They were first asked to indicate 
their engagement in eight different activities (including professional development and a 
range of different development courses). They were then asked to respond to three free 
response questions:
• Most beneficial activities: ‘What activities or experiences do you think have had the 
most positive impact on your career in the last 12 months?’  
• Career barriers: ‘What do you think the most significant barriers or blocks to your own 
career development are?’
• Potentially beneficial activities: ‘Please note any leadership / development activities, 
programmes or other types of support you think would be beneficial for you or others in 
your institution over the next 12 months.’
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Measuring the development of future leaders
The final set of questions that we will discuss in this report consists of four questions about 
institutional initiatives for developing future leaders:
• Institutional effort: ‘My institution should do more to develop the next generation 
of institutional leaders’ (Response scale: 1=strongly agree, 3=don’t know, 5=strongly 
disagree)
• Talent identification: ‘As far as you are aware, does your institution have a formal 
process / programme for identifying highly talented individuals, or those who might 
take up future leadership positions?’ (Response scale: 1=yes, 2=no, 3=don’t know)
• Talent support: ‘As far as you are aware, does your institution provide additional 
support for highly talented individuals, or those who might take up future leadership 
positions?’ (Response scale: 1=yes, 2=no, 3=don’t know).
Respondents were additionally asked how institutional support could be improved with the 
following free response question: ‘How do you think your institution could better support 
future leaders?’
Analytic approach
Missing response rates for closed questions were very small (typically fewer than 3% 
of respondents). Therefore, all respondents were retained in the analysis. Appendix 
3 contains the descriptive statistics for all closed questions. Although the presented 
results are descriptive in the main, statistical tests have been used in some cases. 
Where statistical tests are used, details are provided in associated footnotes. Group 
differences (in terms of demographic characteristics, job roles and institutional 
tenure) were explored for all closed questions but are only reported where patterns 
of interest emerged (ie, where results were significant and meaningful). 
Levels of engagement with free response questions were generally very high 
(typically between one-third and two-thirds of the sample). Responses were subject 
to thematic content analysis; the major themes are described in this report. In most 
cases, themes are illustrated with three representative quotes, except where this 
introduced redundancy or where more were required to convey the breadth of the 
theme. In each case, the number of respondents who provided commentary for a 
particular question is indicated, and should be kept in mind when considering the 
generalisability of the themes.   
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5 Haslam, Reicher & Platow (2012)
6 See, for example, Bryman (2007); 
Davies, Hides & Casey (2001)
7 Bolden, Gosling, O’Brien, Peters, Ryan 
& Haslam (2012)
8 Gordon & Rosen (1981)
CONTEXT
Leadership in higher education
Much has been said about the traits and abilities that make an effective leader – and 
academic articles and popular treatise on the topic abound4. However, it is increasingly 
recognised that leadership cannot be understood separately from the context within which 
it occurs. In other words, the behaviours and traits associated with effective leadership have 
been shown to vary from one context to the next5. This means that in order to understand 
how to develop and train effective leaders, it is necessary to understand the context in 
which this leadership takes place. 
If anything, this is especially true of higher education. Ideas of effective leaders and 
leadership behaviours in higher education have been shown to differ from more 
prototypical leadership contexts (that is, the commercial or political organisations upon 
which much leadership analysis is based6). 
One demonstration of this point was provided by a recent Leadership Foundation research 
report7, which revealed that academic leadership tends not to be provided by those 
individuals who occupy formal managerial roles. Instead, academic leadership is most often 
provided by informal leaders, mentors and inspirational individuals within one’s academic 
discipline: PhD supervisors, current and former colleagues and key scholars. In many 
cases, these scholars were located outside the institution. This research showed that it is 
these individuals who contribute to a sense of shared values and identity and provide an 
environment that enables productive academic work. Moreover, the report revealed that 
the demands of higher education also require significant levels of self-leadership, autonomy, 
and, importantly for this report, self-motivation. 
This report builds on these findings by asking current and future leaders in higher education 
for their thoughts and experiences in relation to institutional support for and approaches to 
the motivation and development of current and future leaders. 
Developing future leaders
If organisations are to enjoy long-term success, they must be able to identify and motivate 
those who are able to provide leadership and inspiration once current management teams 
move on8. Issues of succession require long-term planning; it is not enough to attempt 
to identify individuals with the right traits and abilities once leadership positions become 
available. Good succession planning involves shaping individuals throughout their career. This 
includes providing future leaders with opportunities to acquire the necessary leadership skills 
and abilities as well as to contribute to organisational culture and strategic development.
Within higher education in the UK, where it is commonplace for individuals to move 
between institutions throughout their career, it may not always be possible for an institution 
to identify a particular individual who can occupy a particular leadership role in the future. 
An alternative approach is for institutions to develop a pool of potential leaders. This has 
the advantage of alleviating future risk and ensuring that when the time comes, there are 
choices that can be made. This approach has the additional benefit of ensuring that the 
sector has depth in leadership expertise.
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10 Herzberg (1966), Ryan & Deci (2000) 
and Maslow (1943)
11 Parker (2014)
12 ibid
13 McCormack, Propper & Smith (2013)
Another particular feature of the higher education context is the potential lack of clarity 
of career paths that incorporate elements of formal leadership9. In the case of individuals 
in academic roles, there is a clear academic trajectory from postgrad through to professor 
that rewards academic success and provides a route to becoming a senior academic. What 
is sometimes less clear is the pathway to formal leadership positions, where a willingness to 
step out of traditional academic endeavours into leadership and administrative roles.
Together, these factors point to the importance of HEIs harnessing the motivation of their 
staff. This includes the motivation of staff to engage with development opportunities and to 
take on more formal leadership roles. 
Motivation in higher education
In order to develop a future generation of leaders (and not just managers), we need to 
attend to the motivation of those working in the sector. There is a mature literature on the 
underpinnings of individuals’ motivation at work, illustrated by the theories of Herzberg, 
Ryan and Deci and Maslow10. This body of work has shed light on the multiplicity of factors 
that are involved in workplace motivation, including intrinsic motivators (motivation that 
resides in the rewarding nature of the work itself ), extrinsic motivators (motivation that 
resides in separable positive and negative outcomes to work, such as pay or punishment) 
and hygiene factors (motivation that resides in the context with in which a job is enacted).
Decades of research have shown that what tends to make employees most satisfied at 
work are intrinsic motivators. These includes whether the role is challenging and interesting, 
allows for individual responsibility and autonomy, and provides the capacity for personal 
growth through achievement, recognition and advancement. There is very strong evidence 
that organisations that design jobs incorporating these intrinsic factors benefit through 
improved performance, and reduced turnover and absenteeism11. Employees benefit 
through improved wellbeing and meaning in their day-to-day work. It is interesting to note, 
then, that a growing proportion of jobs have low levels of intrinsic quality12. 
In contrast, those factors that tend to cause dissatisfaction are less related to the role itself 
and more related to the context in which the job occurs. These hygiene factors include 
physical working conditions, job security, pay and benefits, negative relationships with 
colleagues and supervisors, and company policy and practice. 
Learning and development in higher education
Taken together, we can see that maintaining a motivated and committed pool of talented 
staff is not only important for the performance of an institution at a given point in time, 
but matters for sustainability in this performance. In the light of the evidence, discussed 
above, that many of the key workplace motivators are associated with personal growth and 
advancement, learning and development initiatives clearly have the potential to play an 
important role in motivating and developing future leaders. Indeed, a recent study of the 
performance of UK universities13 has shown that institutions with embedded programmes 
aimed at nurturing and developing talent outperform institutions that do not.
Learning and development initiatives can contribute in at least three ways: (1) by providing 
individuals with the skills and abilities to enable them to be effective leaders, (2) by 
supporting their academic development so that they are able to achieve the senior levels 
that are often a prerequisite for leadership positions, and (3) by providing opportunities that 
will feed the motivation necessary to inspire individuals to take on leadership positions.     
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14 This conclusion is supported by 
principle axis factor analysis with 
varimax rotation that extracts four broad 
categories of motivators that account for 
53% of the variance (cross-loadings do 
not exceed .35). 
15 Knight, Tait & Yorke (2006)
16 Markus & Kitayama (1991)
MOTIVATION 
IN HIGHER 
EDUCATION
If institutions need to develop the leaders of tomorrow, they need to have an understanding 
of factors that motivate employees in their day-to-day jobs and the factors that motivate 
employees to take on additional leadership responsibilities. 
Factors that motivate higher education staff in their jobs
Respondents’ ratings of the importance of the 13 motivating factors (reflecting four broad 
categories of motivators14) suggested that most of the factors were at least somewhat 
important sources of motivation in their jobs. Specifically, as can be seen in Figure 1, most 
factors have average importance ratings that fall between a mean of 3 (fairly important) and 
4 (very important). There is only one factor that appears to be markedly less motivating than 
the others: performance-based pay. 
When contrasting the four broad categories of motivating factors, it is evident that while all 
are, on average, somewhat important, there are differences between them. In particular, the 
three intrinsic motivators (see Figure 1) are rated as most important across respondents. The 
relative importance of intrinsic motivating factors aligns with previous work in the UK higher 
education sector, where staff emphasised the importance of intrinsic motives for their 
decisions to engage in professional further training15. In the context of (increasing) diversity 
in higher education in the UK, it is worth noting that the relative importance of intrinsic 
motivators may be greatest among staff who come from relatively individualistic cultures 
(such as the UK16). The two contribution motivators are less important, although it appears 
that staff are relatively more motivated by a desire to contribute to society broadly than by 
positive engagement with students. The three social factors are rated as the second most 
important set of factors (respectful treatment assumes particular importance). Finally, the 
five career motivators are on average seen as least important.  
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17 Independent samples t-tests are all 
significant, all t(828)>2.4, p<.022.
18 Women M=3.27 (SD=0.72); Men 
M=3.03 (SD=0.77); t(824)=4.42, p<.001
19 Bivariate correlation with Age: 
engaging with students r=-.12, p=.001
20 Bivariate correlation with Age: career 
path clarity r=.14, p<.001; Job security 
r=.11, p=.001
While there is generally a great deal of consistency across the sample in terms of the factors 
that are most motivating, there is evidence that respondent characteristics (in terms of 
gender, age and job roles) have an impact in the case of some specific motivating factors. 
First, there is evidence that women rate social factors as relatively more important than men 
do17 (see Figure 2). There is also evidence that women are more sensitive about the clarity of 
their career path within their institution than men are18. 
Second, there was evidence that younger respondents were less motivated by engagement 
with students than older respondents (see Figure 3)19. They also showed more sensitivity 
to career factors related to job security and the clarity of their career path within their 
institution (see Figure 4)20. 
Figure 2: Women’s and men’s ratings of the importance of social motivators
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Figure 1: Average ratings of the importance of motivating factors in higher education
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21 Independent samples t-tests, all 
t(823)>3.66, p<.001
Third, there is evidence that respondents in academic or academic leadership roles were 
more motivated by contribution factors (whether this concerned engaging with students or 
society) than respondents in professional service roles (see Figure 5)21.
Figure 3: Ratings of the importance of student engagement as a function of respondent age 
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Figure 4: Ratings of the importance of career path clarity and job security as a function of age
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A small minority of respondents (N=69) mentioned that some other factor (beyond those 
listed) was an important motivator for them in their jobs. While many of these factors 
showed a great deal of conceptual overlap with those listed (especially in the realm of 
intrinsic factors, such as variety in one’s work and social factors such as social support), at 
least three novel themes emerged. These related to meaningful work, work–life balance and 
the development of others. 
The idea that a sense of meaning in work underpins job motivation for some respondents 
was conveyed by comments such as the following.
“Work that is worthwhile and that has a point to it.” (Respondent 252)
“Sense that what I do is relevant, not a ‘McJob’.” (Respondent 98)
“Feeling part of an organisation that has a clear purpose and wants to achieve good 
things.” (Respondent 603).
The idea that work–life balance may underpin job motivation for some respondents was 
conveyed by comments such as the following.
“The flexibility to work around my childcare and family commitments.”  
(Respondent 608)
“Balance of work and life.” (Respondent 314).
Finally, the idea that the development of others may underpin job motivation for some 
respondents was conveyed by comments such as the following.
“The opportunity to support and develop more junior colleagues.” (Respondent 589)
“Developing my team.” (Respondent 268). 
Figure 5: Ratings of the importance of contribution to students and society as a function of job role
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Factors that motivate the assumption of leadership 
responsibilities
In order to understand respondents’ leadership responsibilities, HELMs asked respondents 
to document the leadership responsibilities that they had assumed in addition to their job 
roles. As we mentioned above, the vast majority of respondents (92%) indicated that they 
had assumed one or more additional leadership responsibilities. Respondents were invited 
to explain their motivations behind their assumptions of these additional responsibilities.
Two hundred and forty-one respondents (31% of those with additional responsibilities) 
provided details about the factors that motivated them to take on these additional 
leadership responsibilities. Thematic analysis provided evidence of four main classes of 
motivators that underpinned the decision to take on leadership responsibility. (The number 
of respondents mentioning each theme is provided in brackets). These included intrinsic 
motivators (specifically related to learning; N=100), a desire to contribute to the institution 
or the higher education sector more generally (N=78), a concern with career progression 
(N=71) and a desire to exert influence on institutional strategy (N=43). Just over half of 
these respondents mentioned a single factor (56%), which meant that a large minority of 
respondents took up additional responsibilities for multiple reasons. 
The intrinsic motivation to assume leadership responsibility because it allows learning was 
illustrated by the following comments.
“Stakeholder forum involves external professionals analysing and commenting on 
university activities and allows a different perspective on the strategic planning for 
the institution.” (Respondent 518)
“Am interested in how universities work and so hoped to get better insight into 
governance.” (Respondent 422)
“Took them on in order to gain better understanding of the wider university 
functioning.” (Respondent 543).
The desire to take on leadership responsibility in order to make a contribution to the 
institution or the sector was illustrated by the following comments. 
“It is not so much about what I can get from these but more to do with what I can give 
back.” (Respondent 451)  
“To ‘give back’ to the sector and support other staff.” (Respondent 703) 
“To contribute to the sector as a whole; to give back; because these roles extend and 
enhance the status and reputation of one’s institution.” (Respondent 94).
The role of career progression motives in the assumption of leadership responsibilities was 
illustrated by the following comments.
“Being involved in additional committees etc is a politically savvy thing to do for my 
career / reputation / profile too.” (Respondent 455)
“To increase my visibility to senior people in the university.” (Respondent 419)
“The role I have allows me to develop my network outside of HE as well as 
contributing towards my personal development and skills.” (Respondent 740).
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Finally, the desire to influence the institution’s strategy was evident in the following 
comments.
“We have been actively seeking to get involved early in the planning processes to try 
to ensure that our input comes at the start so as to influence decisions rather than be 
faced with issues of clearing up problems later on.” (Respondent 491)
“To represent support staff and the department so we have a voice and an input on 
decisions.” (Respondent 305)
“To feed into developments in systems and policies which will eventually be 
implemented (by directive) at a local level.” (Respondent 276).
Summary
Taken together, these results points to a number of key factors that are important for 
motivating staff in their day-to-day jobs; many of the same factors play an important role in 
motivating individuals to take on leadership responsibilities. A central theme to emerge is 
the importance of intrinsic motivation, and in particular having opportunities to learn and 
grow (in many cases through challenging and interesting work), and having a clear career 
path. In the next section we will explore the importance of learning and development 
activities that may help in this regard.    
19HELMs Paper by Dr Kim Peters and Professor Michelle K. Ryan
22 See for example Gunasekaran, McNeil 
& Shaul (2002).
LEARNING AND 
DEVELOPMENT 
IN HIGHER 
EDUCATION
In the light of our finding that opportunities for growth and development are an important 
factor underpinning career motivation, we can expect that an institution’s provision of 
learning and development activities is likely to impact on the motivation and commitment 
of its staff. At the same time, learning and development initiatives are crucial for providing 
the skills and abilities needed from those in leadership positions.
Perceptions of institutional support
The majority of respondents reported that their institutions provided support for their 
learning and development. Figure 6 summarises the percentage of respondents who agreed 
or strongly agreed with the five statements that related to institutional support. This analysis 
paints a generally positive picture of institutional support for learning and development. 
In particular, Figure 6 shows that most respondents agreed that their institution provided 
sufficient resources for their learning and development and that they were clear about what 
they needed to do in order to progress their career, while only around one-third agreed 
that career progression and development opportunities for staff are not a priority for their 
institution. The majority of respondents also agreed that they regularly use online resources 
to support and enhance their personal and professional development. This points to the 
growth of e-learning platforms in higher education, much as it has in the corporate sector22. 
Perhaps surprisingly, more than half of the sample indicated that they would need to leave 
their current institution to progress their career. 
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One possible explanation for the perceived necessity of leaving the institution in order to 
progress is that senior respondents (who make up the majority of this sample) may have 
already reached the top of the ladder within their institution. However, this is not supported 
by the analysis. In particular, neither respondent age nor tenure is related to respondents’ 
perceptions that they would need to leave in order to progress. 
To get a better understanding of the factors that are associated with perceptions of a 
need to leave, we regressed respondents’ ratings of their perceived need to leave their 
organisation on the four remaining institutional support items (Figure 7). Three of the four 
predictors were significantly associated with perceptions of needing to exit. In particular, 
respondents who perceived that their institution did not prioritise their career development, 
who lacked clarity about what they needed to do to progress their career and who made 
greater use of online resources were more likely to say that they needed to exit their 
institution to progress23. 
Figure 6: Participants affirming institutional support for learning and development
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Figure 7: Institutional support predictors of perceptions of needing to leave to progress
Rescources
Not prioritised
Career path clarity
Online resources
Exit to progress
Note: Solid lines depict significant positive relationships; dashed lines depict significant negative relationships.
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Engagement in learning and development activities
Respondents’ engagement in learning and development activities was measured by asking 
participants to indicate which of eight different activities they had personally engaged in for 
their own learning and development in the 12 months preceding the survey. 
The vast majority of respondents reported engaging in at least one activity in the previous 
12 months (88%). One-third of these individuals engaged in a single activity, but most 
engaged in multiple activities (31% reported two activities, 24% reported three and the 
remaining 11% reported engaging in four or more). Figure 8 summarises the most common 
learning and development activities that respondents reported engaging in. 
Perhaps unsurprisingly, respondents who engage in multiple activities report higher levels 
of institutional support for their learning and development. In particular, respondents 
who reported having engaged in more learning and development activities were more 
likely to agree that their institution had allocated sufficient resources to their learning and 
development and that they knew what they needed to do in order to progress their career. 
They were also more likely to report that they made regular use of online resources to 
support their personal and professional development24. 
Prevalence and impact of mentoring support
A sizeable minority of the sample (32%) reported that they did have a mentor, although this 
varied with the gender of the respondent. In particular, women were more likely to say that 
they have a mentor than men were (40% versus 20%). 
Figure 9 summarises the prevalence of mentors of different locations (internal or external 
to the institution) and types of mentoring relationship (formal or informal). This reveals 
a reasonable amount of variation in the nature of respondents’ mentoring relationships, 
although most mentors are located inside the institution. When the mentor is internal to 
the respondent’s institution, formal mentoring relationships predominate; in contrast, 
informal mentoring relationships are more common when the mentor is located outside the 
respondent’s institution. 
Figure 8: Respondent engagement with learning and development activities in previous 12 months
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Interestingly, a small group of respondents (N=44) said that they did not have a mentor 
but responded affirmatively to questions about mentor location and type. As can be seen 
in Figure 10, with only a few exceptions these non-mentors were external and informal. 
This suggests that people more readily label mentors who are part of formal institutional 
programmes, and that the provision of (informal) mentoring may be more widespread than 
it seems. 
Of the 694 respondents (81%) who answered the question about the actual or potential 
benefits of having a mentor, the majority (74%) reported that they had benefited or 
expected to benefit from a mentor. Reports of benefiting varied between those who had 
a mentor and those who did not. Specifically, while 88% of those with mentors reported 
having benefited from this relationship, only 65% of those without mentors expected 
that they would benefit from a mentor. While this could indicate that mentors can in 
some circumstances have unexpected benefits, it could equally reflect the possibility that 
respondents who expected to benefit from a mentor were more likely to secure one.
It is interesting to note that although men and women with mentors were equally likely to 
report having benefited from this relationship, there was a gender difference in expected 
benefits among those without a mentor. In particular, as can be seen in Figure 11, among 
those without a mentor, women were more likely to expect some benefit than men. 
Figure 9: Incidence of mentor location and type across respondents with a mentor
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Figure 10: Incidence of mentor location and type across respondents with a non-mentor
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23HELMs Paper by Dr Kim Peters and Professor Michelle K. Ryan
Among those with mentors, reports of benefiting appeared to vary with the type of mentor, 
such that those with formal mentors were more likely to report having benefited than those 
with informal mentors (94% versus 72%). However, there was no evidence that the location 
of the mentor affected perceptions of benefit (approximately 85% of those with internal or 
external mentors reported benefit).
Two hundred and twenty-six respondents took the opportunity to explain what impact 
their mentor had had on their performance in their role and their career progression. (The 
number of respondents mentioning each theme is provided in parentheses.) Analysis of 
these comments highlighted the capacity of the mentor to provide benefit by providing 
new information and perspectives (N=87), providing career advice (N=38), being a sounding 
board (N=29) and boosting self-confidence (N=19). The majority of respondents mentioned 
a single benefit to having a mentor (72%). 
Comments that relate to the capacity of a mentor to provide new information and 
perspectives were provided by the following.
“Has allowed me to explore ideas from a different perspective.” (Respondent 681)
“Helping me to stand back from an experience and reflect on the outcomes. Seeing a 
different way to do things and achieve better outcomes. Reinforcing when I have done 
the right thing and consolidating the experience.” (Respondent 223)
“Access to a wider repertoire of ideas and approaches; a critical friend.” (Respondent 677).
Comments that relate to the capacity of a mentor to provide career advice were provided by 
the following.
“Helped maintain motivation for my career progression, provided some guidance and 
direction when required.” (Respondent 138)
“I have only recently had access to a mentor and she has been terrific. It has given me 
the opportunity to talk to someone about what I want to do and how I might achieve 
that. Being in the scheme has also made me sit down and think about my career, lift 
my head up from the mountains of work for a moment and analyse what I do and 
what I am good at.” (Respondent 731)
Figure 11: Percentage of men and women reporting benefit of having a mentor
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“It has helped me map out a career path and prioritise activity. The mentoring makes 
sure my [learning and development] does not slip!” (Respondent 339).
Comments that relate to the capacity of a mentor to act as a sounding board were provided 
by the following.
“Excellent sounding board to discuss ideas and problems before presenting them to 
others.” (Respondent 531)
“Very much a gauge and a sounding board for the good things as well as the bad.” 
(Respondent 185) 
“It has provided a sounding board for some of the more frustrating aspects in my role; 
provided some validation for the gaps and blocks that I perceive and suggested ways 
to address these, or at least make more manageable to deal with.” (Respondent 335).
Comments that relate to the capacity for a mentor to boost self-confidence were provided 
by the following.
“Given me great confidence, which has enhanced my career progression.”  
(Respondent 219)
“Has impacted [on] my self-esteem and the confidence to aspire to the pinnacle of my 
profession.” (Respondent 811)
“Increased my motivation and belief in myself which is enhancing my overall 
performance, confidence and self-belief.” (Respondent 408).
Although the vast majority of comments were very positive, there were a small number of 
respondents who mentioned factors that prevented them from benefiting from mentors. 
“I believe having a mentor had very little impact. The mentoring scheme was a good 
idea but in practice its implementation is full of flaws and the result is not effective.” 
(Respondent 462)
“I was assigned a mentor but don’t have the time or, to be honest, the inclination to 
sacrifice research time for yet more reflection.” (Respondent 12) 
“My current mentor is not an ideal fit, but I also mentor others and believe it is an 
essential part of workforce development.” (Respondent 130).
An additional theme that emerged from the free responses related to the idea that mentors 
are most useful at particular points in time, including early in one’s career and during career 
transitions. Illustrative comments were as follows.
“Highly effective in the past – do not need one at the moment – may do again in the 
future.” (Respondent 223)
“I do not currently have an official ‘mentor’; however, I did engage in a mentoring 
scheme a year ago, and although useful, I do not think it was what I required at the 
time.” (Respondent 343) 
“In my early career it was invaluable.” (Respondent 611).
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Reflecting on beneficial experiences and activities 
A total of 566 respondents took the opportunity to identify the experiences and activities 
that they felt had had the most positive impact on their career in the previous 12 months. 
(The number of respondents who mentioned each theme is provided in parentheses.) Five 
major themes emerged. These included building connections (N= 80), receiving support 
from specific individuals (N=112), undertaking formal training (N=161), having challenging 
job opportunities (N=160), and achieving success (N=47). Approximately 90% of these 
respondents mentioned a single experience or activity.   
The importance of building connections with others is illustrated by the following 
comments.
“Presenting at HE conferences and building a strong network through them, this has 
given me good visibility in the sector.” (Respondent 844)
“Discussion with other managers within my department... working with others doing 
the same or similar role as myself in other institutions.” (Respondent 408)
“Becoming involved in a collaborative group at a regional level. It has widened my 
personal network and I have become more engaged with colleagues from other HEIs.”  
(Respondent 196)
The importance of receiving support from other individuals is illustrated by the following 
comments.
“External coaching has been invaluable for better focusing my energies and 
supporting me in managing some challenging circumstances in the workplace.” 
(Respondent 108)
“The excellent support from my school management team, the dean.”  
(Respondent 755)
“The Aurora programme from the Leadership Foundation has been transformational 
and has given me a lot of confidence to discuss what I want to do with my career with 
others.” (Respondent 722)
“I have a mentor and this relationship has had the highest impact on my career so 
far. Events where I meet with peers from other institutions are always very useful too.” 
(Respondent 674).
The importance of formal training is illustrated by the following comments.
“Undertaking my ILM level 5 course helped me aspire to become a leader myself in the 
future.” (Respondent 382)
“The university leadership programme has had a positive effect on my confidence 
and broaden[ed] my horizons, expanding my opportunities for promotion.”  
(Respondent 243) 
“The Leadership Foundation course was very good in developing new skills, 
confidence and knowledge-base to tackle challenges in HEI.” (Respondent 145).
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The importance of having the opportunity to take on challenging experiences at work is 
illustrated by the following comments.
“The experience of leading and managing some major organisational changes (ie, 
plenty of ‘on-the-job’ learning).” (Respondent 255)
“Taking on responsibility without being asked; it has given me the opportunity to 
learn a lot and meet other people in my institution.” (Respondent 689)
“Opportunities to take on responsibilities in unfamiliar areas with significant line-
manager support for skills development in those areas.” (Respondent 808).
Finally, the importance of achieving success was illustrated by the following comments.
“Winning a national award gave some reassurance that we were doing something 
right. I think it also helped to promote our cause within the institution.”  
(Respondent 268)
“Research projects that have been going really well.” (Respondent 794)
“Being awarded an Excellence in Teaching Award for innovative teaching and 
outreach. Being nominated by my students for an Amazing Teacher Award and also a 
team award.” (Respondent 501).
Two hundred and ninety-three respondents took the opportunity to identify leadership or 
development activities, programmes or other types of support that they thought would 
be beneficial for themselves or others in their institution over the next 12 months. (The 
number of respondents who mentioned each theme is provided in parentheses.) There was 
a substantial overlap with the themes that have been discussed so far in this report, with 
an emphasis on the importance of formal training (N=161) and mentoring and coaching 
(N=54). Beyond this, however, there was a particular emphasis on targeting activities 
towards under-represented groups and those at the beginning of their careers (N=20).
Comments that relate to the need for training that focuses on leadership and management 
skills, strategy and change management are illustrated below.
“In a previous role as head of a school I was very much aware of my lack of experience 
in people / performance management, and I think that is also true for many other 
heads of academic units.” (Respondent 811)
“I don’t know enough about strategic issues within the institution and sector as a 
whole.”  (Respondent 122)
“Significantly more in-depth and long-term career development planning, and 
development considered across whole staff body rather than on a purely individual 
basis.” (Respondent 638)
“Managing change with consultation and maximum consensus or acquiescence.” 
(Respondent 266).
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The need for further mentoring and coaching was illustrated by the following comments.
“I’d advocate mentoring (or coaching) for all those in management / leadership roles.” 
(Respondent 30)
“Mentoring scheme for all people engaged in management, someone outside own 
department.” (Respondent 635)
“Expansion of the mentoring scheme on a formal basis across the university.”  
(Respondent 713)
“Formal coaching would have been useful at the start of my tenure as head of 
department.” (Respondent 401)
“Coaching would be beneficial to all.” (Respondent 711)
Finally, the importance of targeting activities towards under-represented groups and those 
early in their careers were illustrated in the following comments. 
“It is apparent there is a great appetite for leadership activities for women in HE.”  
(Respondent 513)
“I like your new Aurora programme. I would like to send some of my team to 
something like that, but they are not really at the right level. It would be nice to see 
something for early career professional women.” (Respondent 160)
“I increasingly believe that newly appointed lecturers need more help than ever 
before to achieve successful beginnings to their academic careers.” (Respondent 701)
“Whilst there is a good proportion of women in the senior leadership of our 
institution, equality in terms of ethnicity requires more work, so a leadership 
programme along similar lines to Aurora for this group of potential leaders would be 
very valuable.” (Respondent 457).
Most significant barriers or blocks to career development
Respondents were asked to identify major blocks or barriers to their own career 
development. A total of 631 respondents took up this opportunity. Key barriers that were 
identified included three inter-related ideas: workload, a lack of time and work–life balance. 
An additional theme was a perceived lack of promotion opportunities. 
As the majority of these comments related to work–life balance, they are explored in detail 
in the Leadership and work-life balance HELMs report. 
Summary 
This section revealed high levels of engagement with a wide range of learning and 
development activities, and provided evidence that these activities are seen as a signal 
of institutional support for respondents’ career development, and provide clarity around 
career paths within the institution. There was also strong evidence for the utility of formal 
mentoring schemes within institutions and a further appetite for mentoring opportunities 
by all staff (but most particularly women).  
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DEVELOPING 
FUTURE LEADERS
There was almost unanimous agreement amongst respondents that their institution should 
do more to develop the next generation of leaders (Figure 12). 
In response to the questions asking whether respondents were aware of their institution 
placing highly talented individuals into leadership development programmes and providing 
these future leaders with additional support, there were sizeable numbers who did not 
know whether or not their institution had such formal programmes of identification (30%) 
and support (34%). Among the remaining respondents who did know about the existence 
(or not) of these programmes, a minority (41%) said that their institution did have a talent 
identification programme and a slight majority (52%) said that their institution did have a 
talent support programme. 
A total of 388 respondents provided their ideas for what their institutions could do to better 
support future leaders. Four major themes emerged (number of respondents is provided 
in parentheses.) The first theme concerned claims that institutions should indeed have 
various formal programmes for identifying and developing talent (N=163). The second 
concerned the importance of a cross-institution approach to succession planning (N=30). 
The third theme concerned the importance of equity of access to talent development 
programmes (N=81). The final theme concerned the need for programmes to be connected 
to appropriate opportunities for growth ‘on the job’ (N=59).
Figure 12: Respondents’ perceptions on ‘institution should do more for future leaders’
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Comments that verified the importance of formal programmes that identify and develop 
talent were as follows.
“Through having a formal process / programme for identifying highly talented 
individuals, or those who might take up future leadership positions.” (Respondent 
540) 
“I think the leadership programme that supports and develops current leaders should 
be more widely available to junior staff that wish to develop their careers and take on 
a leadership role in the future.” (Respondent 243)
“We need to identify them first – rather than just the yes men – actually identify staff 
with leadership potential.” (Respondent 127).
Comments that emphasised the importance of contextualising such programmes in 
broader succession planning initiatives were as follows.
“Succession planning built into all strategic plans.” (Respondent 44)
“Succession planning at all levels.” (Respondent 302)
“More formal succession planning.” (Respondent 18).
Comments that emphasised the importance of equity as a general principle governing 
access to formal programmes were as follows.
“Would need to introduce a talent management / succession planning framework 
which is seen to be fair and transparent.” (Respondent 566)
“Future leaders are only identified on the research and academic part of the 
university. More could be done to open up opportunities to all.” (Respondent 522)
A number of comments focused on equity in terms of demographic characteristics 
(including gender and age) specifically: 
“Stop assuming that only those in their 20s and 30s are the only talented individuals 
who should be supported.” (Respondent 664)
“Start further down the food chain. The formal process / programmes for identifying 
highly talented individuals etc tend to focus on staff who are already in fairly senior 
positions and tend to concentrate on academic staff.” (Respondent 825)
“I don’t really like the idea of identifying ‘highly talented individuals’ as suggested 
above as such a process could be open to abuse and be likely to favour those, 
especially men, who may be better at maintaining a very assertive profile. I think 
wiser is to run programmes that are at least potentially open for people to apply 
for, according to transparent criteria. I do think there is a need for programmes for 
women, as the proportion of women in senior leadership in HE has fallen over the last 
few years.” (Respondent 513).
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A number of other respondents raised issues to do with equity of access for individuals in 
different job roles and locations relative to the institution:
“Make fewer assumptions about where those leaders might come from (they don’t all 
have to be research stars).” (Respondent 17)
“The current HR director appears to have forgotten that over half of staff are 
administrative staff, and that we would also like opportunities to be supported as 
future leaders.” (Respondent 309)
“Start appointing internal candidates (or invite them even) for senior positions when 
advertised.” (Respondent 228)
“Despite having leadership programmes, all appointments at or above head of school 
are externally advertised, and in recent years almost all are external appointments.”  
(Respondent 760).
Finally, comments that emphasised the importance of associating training with on-the-job 
opportunities were as follows.
“We have a ‘tomorrows leaders’ training programme, but there is no follow-up to 
this and it isn’t formally linked to career... I would like to see a scheme whereby future 
leaders are moved around the organisation to gain a range of experience in how 
different parts of the organisation work, thereby better preparing them for more 
senior roles which require broader knowledge.” (Respondent 208)
“We need a proper leadership development programme that provides an opportunity 
for this kind of development, backed up with ‘real’ things for the participants to do” 
(Respondent 254)
“Need a more joined-up approach. The university provides opportunities to go 
on courses and be coached but it doesn’t lead to anything back at the university.” 
(Respondent 562).
In sum, there was a lot of enthusiasm for more formalised and comprehensive succession 
planning processes and programmes across HEIs, as long as these processes and 
programmes were open to individuals of different ages, genders, job roles and locations. 
They also emphasised the importance of leadership training being accompanied by on-the-
job growth opportunities.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS
The findings of this survey have clear implications for the Leadership Foundation for Higher 
Education, HEIs with an interest in motivating and developing future leaders, and leaders 
and aspiring leaders themselves. 
Motivation
While it is clear that staff in HEIs are motivated by a range of factors, the research 
demonstrates that intrinsic factors – those relating to engaging in challenging work, having 
opportunities for growth, and exercising autonomy – are especially important. Indeed, these 
three intrinsic motivators were, along with receiving respectful treatment, the top four most 
important motivators for respondents. Given the importance of these intrinsic factors, it is 
likely that HEIs that can harness the intrinsic motivation of their staff will reap the benefits. 
Key to this is (1) the strategic development of roles and projects that allow staff to stretch 
and challenge themselves, (2) the provision of training and development programmes that 
provide opportunities for growth, and (3) mindfulness of the self-motivated nature of staff in 
HEIs and their need for personal autonomy over their work. 
Focusing on younger staff, the evidence suggests that career factors, such as the formal 
recognition of achievements, job security, clear advancement within the institution and 
a high basic salary are especially important motivators for younger staff. Thus, HEIs are 
likely to be able to attract and retain the best early career staff if they are able to reward 
achievements both through competitive salaries and other forms of recognition such as 
awards. Moreover, probation processes that provide both job security and opportunities for 
career advancement are also likely to be well received.   
Learning and development
Staff at two-thirds of the sampled institutions reported satisfaction with levels of institutional 
support for their learning and development. However, among staff at the remaining one-third 
of institutions, perceptions that their institution did not prioritise their career development 
or provide a clear career path were associated with perceptions that they would need to 
exit their institution to get ahead. Institutions who are concerned with the retention of high-
potential staff should attend to these factors, putting in place clear learning and development 
programmes and communicating these development opportunities widely. 
In determining the nature of these learning and development opportunities, we would advise 
that the Leadership Foundation and HEIs take note of the types of experiences and activities 
that respondents felt had had the most positive impact on their career. These specifically 
included building connections with others through conferences and networking events, 
receiving support from specific individuals in the form of supportive collegial, collaborative, 
supervisory or mentoring relationships, undertaking formal training in leadership, change 
management and strategy, and having the opportunity to grow and develop through 
challenging job opportunities. Activities that are able to bring together these experiences 
are likely to be particularly effective, for example, learning new skills from mentors or within 
groups of networked peers, or development opportunities that really challenge participants. 
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Mentors
The great majority (nearly 90%) of staff who had had a mentor reported benefiting from this 
relationship, and this was particularly the case where this relationship was formalised rather 
than informal. A somewhat smaller proportion of staff who did not have a mentor expected 
to benefit from such a relationship, although among these staff, women expected greater 
benefits than men did. It is likely that sustainable investment from HEIs in formal mentoring 
schemes would be extremely effective; these results suggest that there is a particular 
appetite for expanding such schemes among women. Internal mentoring schemes that 
facilitate both informal peer mentoring as a way of sharing knowledge and forming 
connections and more traditional hierarchical mentoring to develop new skills, increase 
confidence and self-esteem and facilitate progression are likely to be useful. Moreover, the 
engagement of external coaches and mentors, particularly for more senior members of staff, 
will expand networks and provide a greater range of available expertise.   
Developing future leaders
The vast majority of respondents (over 80%) felt that more could be done to develop future 
institutional leaders. They emphasised the importance of contextualising such initiatives in 
institution-wide succession planning efforts, ensuring equity of access and accompanying 
training and development with on-the-job opportunities for growth. This data shows that 
it is simply not enough to motivate and develop HEI staff in their current roles; institutions 
must keep their eye on the future, on the leadership skills that will need to be developed 
among current staff to fill emerging gaps and to provide staff with the opportunities to 
develop and put these skills into practice in their day-to-day jobs. The emphasis on the 
importance of transparency in talent development schemes points to potential sensitivities 
with their implementation. In particular, schemes that are seen as unfair and inequitable are 
likely to erode the motivation and commitment of ambitious staff who are excluded from 
the development opportunities that they provide. 
It is helpful to note that those aspects of the job that provided motivation for staff more 
generally, intrinsic factors such as engaging in challenging work, having opportunities 
for growth, and exercising autonomy, were also evident as motivators that underpinned 
respondents’ decisions to take on leadership responsibility, along with a desire to contribute 
to the institution or the higher education sector more generally, and a desire to exert 
influence on institutional strategy. Harnessing these motivators by engaging staff at all 
levels with strategic direction and decision-making is likely facilitate the desire to pursue 
leadership roles.
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APPENDIX 1: 
BACKGROUND  
TO HELMs 
The Leadership Foundation commissioned the Higher Education Leadership and 
Management Survey (HELMs). The survey aims were as follows.
• Discover the key current (and emerging) issues and challenges for leaders in higher 
education in the UK.
• Produce a report and analysis of findings which can help leaders and future leaders in 
UK higher education as they reflect on leadership, governance, management/ strategic 
issues.
• Build evidence to inform the development of the Leadership Foundation’s strategy, 
programmes and events.
• Create a baseline of information about the leaders whom we engage with that can be 
followed up with future surveys (approximately every two years).
Methodological approach 
A project group was set up, comprising Helen Goreham and Dr Mark Pegg from the 
Leadership Foundation, Dr Fiona Dent and Viki Holton from Ashridge and Professor Richard 
Bolden of the University of the West of England. This group collaboratively designed, refined 
and published the survey as described below.
The questions from the 2013 Ashridge Management Index (AMI) were taken as the starting 
point for developing the new survey – it was decided that developing HELMs out of an 
existing, large-scale survey would allow some comparison between responses to HELMs 
and to the AMI, and encourage some to engage with leadership and management issues 
that are broader than the higher education context. The AMI questions were amended to 
take into account the different context of higher education, with some sections added and 
others removed or changed to ensure they were appropriate and relevant for those working 
in the higher education sector.
An ‘identifier’ question was placed at the beginning of the survey, which asked respondents 
to identify as ‘working in an HEI or higher education college’, being ‘a governor in an HEI’, ‘a 
student at an HEI’ or from ‘an HE agency  or other organisation’. The Leadership Foundation 
was interested in the views of the different communities represented on its database 
about leadership and the culture within HEIs for example, but in terms of asking about line 
management, communication with the senior leadership team etc, some questions would 
need to be reworded if they were to be appropriate for these different groups. Hence, three 
shorter versions of the survey were created to ensure higher education governors, students 
and those working in higher education agencies had the opportunity to answer questions 
that were directly relevant to their roles. Those who identified as being employed within an 
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25 Two individuals were selected at 
random once the survey had closed and 
each were couriered an iPad Mini. One of 
the winners was based in the University 
of Cardiff, and the other was from the 
Open University.
HEI would be directed to the (main) institutional survey questions, and the others would be 
automatically linked through to the relevant sub-survey. A summary of the surveys created 
is as follows:
• Institutional survey – for those working in an institution in any role. The survey had 
eight sections, and took 15–20 minutes to complete. Section titles were: Your role and 
responsibilities; Your views about higher education; Experiences within your own 
institution; Learning and development; Motivation; Developing future leaders; Personal 
and equal opportunities information; Project follow-on.
• Governors survey – for governors in HEIs. This comprised seven sections and took 10–15 
minutes to complete. The section titles were the same as those for the institutional 
survey except for the exclusion of Motivation. The questions remained the same 
where possible, although in some cases slight adjustments were made to ensure 
appropriateness, and a number of questions were removed altogether.
• Higher education agency/other organisation survey – for those employed within 
agency bodies or institutions, or working in the higher education sector but not in 
an institution. This comprised eight sections, where ‘Experiences within your own 
institution’ was replaced by ‘Perspectives on leadership’. Otherwise, the sections were 
the same as for the main survey, although questions differed slightly as with the other 
sub-surveys).  
• Survey for students – for students currently based within an institution. The survey 
sections were the same as for the HE agency survey and it took approximately 10 
minutes to complete.
The first draft of each survey was uploaded to Qualtrics by the Ashridge team and sent 
to a pilot group. The group included 20 individuals representing a range of different UK 
HEIs, academic and professional roles and different levels of leadership (for example a 
vice-chancellor, a number of professors, an organisational development manager) as well 
as individuals from each of the organisations / institutions represented in the project group 
who had not so far been involved in designing the questions. 
Feedback from the pilot group led to a number of changes to the questions and layout of 
the surveys and the resulting final versions were uploaded to the Qualtrics website, hosted 
by Ashridge. 
The Leadership Foundation emailed people who have engaged with the Foundation in 
some way over the last 10 years (ie, through programmes, events, consultancy etc) and for 
whom an active email address was held. This sample was invited to visit the HELMs site on 
Qualtrics and to complete the survey. A total of 7,375 contacts (from the existing Leadership 
Foundation database) were emailed between April and May 2014. To encourage individuals 
to complete a survey, all those who included their email address on the final page were 
entered into a prize draw to win an iPad Mini25.
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26 The Leadership Foundation is 
considering how to engage students 
effectively in any future HELMs (or other 
leadership focused) surveys.
HELMs responses
There were 848 responses to the institutional survey, 67 for the governors survey, 54 for 
the higher education agencies survey and one for the student survey. In total, then, the 
response rate was 13% (970 from 7,375).
The Ashridge team undertook a high-level analysis of the quantitative findings for each 
survey that included overall response numbers and percentages for each question.  
All qualitative and quantitative data results were captured in SPSS and Excel by Ashridge 
and passed to the Leadership Foundation to undertake further analysis.
HELMs project outputs
The following pieces of analysis, based on various elements of the HELMs data, and using 
a range of methods to analyse and describe the quantitative and qualitative data from the 
institutional, governor and higher education agency surveys were commissioned by the 
Leadership Foundation:
• Leading higher education (Dr Kim Peters and Professor Michelle Ryan)
• Motivating and developing leaders in higher education (Dr Kim Peters and Professor 
Michelle Ryan)
• Leadership and work–life balance (Professor Michelle Ryan and Dr Kim Peters)
• Governors’ views of their institutions, leadership and governance (Professor David 
Greatbatch)
Given that there was only one response from a student, and this would not have been 
enough to draw any broader conclusions about the student perspective, the Foundation did 
not include this one response in any of the analyses and instead focused on the institutional, 
governors’ and higher education agency / other organisation surveys when analysing and 
describing the findings from HELMs26. 
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APPENDIX 2: 
SAMPLE AND 
METHODOLOGY
Sample composition
The sample consisted of 848 staff at an HEI who responded to the online Higher Education 
Leadership and Management Survey (HELMs) in 2014. This sample largely comprised very 
senior individuals, who had high levels of leadership responsibility in their institutions or 
the sector more broadly. As a consequence, this sample is uniquely placed to comment 
on issues related to leadership in higher education. The characteristics of the sample are 
summarised below.
Institution and institutional tenure
Almost half of the sample (N=390) was willing to provide the name of their institution. In 
total, 134 unique HEIs were mentioned. Most institutions had few respondents (between one 
and three). Those institutions that were relatively well represented included the University of 
Hertfordshire (N=36), Durham University (N=15), Cardiff University (N=13), The Open University 
(N=11), Bournemouth University (N=9), Newcastle University (N=8), University of Birmingham 
(N=7), University of Exeter (N=8) and University of Portsmouth (N=7).
As can be seen in Figure A.1, more than 40% of respondents had worked for their institution 
for more than 10 years. Importantly, sizeable portions of the sample had worked for their 
institution for at least one year (but fewer than six years; N=215) or at least six years (but 
fewer than 11 years; N=201). 
Figure A.1: Distribution of institutional tenure across the sample
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Gender and age
The majority of respondents were women (63%), but there was nonetheless a substantial 
number of men in the sample (N=302). More than 40% of the sample was over the age of 
51 (Figure A.2). However, with the exception of staff under 31 years in age, there was good 
representation of those aged under 40 (N=138) and 50 (N=311). 
Job roles
The largest number of respondents held a role in professional services only (52%; see 
Figure A.3 below). The number of respondents who only held role as an academic (7%) 
or in academic leadership (13%) was smaller. However, there was a substantial number 
of respondents who reported holding both academic and academic leadership positions 
(26%). (Combining professional services and either of the academic roles was rather rare, 
making up 2% of the sample.) 
Figure A.2: Distribution of age across the sample
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Figure A.3: Distribution of job roles across the sample
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27 A very small minority of respondents 
listed two or more roles within a 
category; this revealed a different 
pattern of results from those who listed 
a single role. These respondents were 
excluded from analysis. 
Examination of the respondents who listed a single role within an academic, leadership and 
/ or professional services job category27 revealed that respondents occupied a diversity of 
roles,  although senior roles were particularly prevalent (Table A.1). 
When respondents were asked to identify any additional leadership responsibilities that 
they had assumed in addition to their job role, only 8% of the sample indicated that they 
had no additional leadership responsibilities. For the remainder of the sample, it was 
common to assume several additional leadership responsibilities.  
• 18% had one additional responsibility
• 20% had two additional responsibilities
• 20% had three additional responsibilities
• 12% had four additional responsibilities
• 19% had five or more additional responsibilities.
Table A.1: Frequency of academic, academic leadership and professional services roles
Academic roles Academic leadership roles Professional services roles 
42% Professors 18% Heads of department 49% Managers
26% Senior lecturers 15% Pro- vice-chancellors 22% Directors
11% Lecturers 13% Deans 7% Senior administrators
9% Principal lecturers 11% Directors 3% Administrators
4% Research fellows 9% Programme directors 3% Executive officers
2% Teaching fellows 5% Principal investigators 3% Registrars
5% Vice-chancellors / 
principals
14% ‘Other’ (including legal, 
technical, library, HR and 
finance service roles)
4% Associate heads of 
department
3% Heads of research group
2% Chairs of university 
committee 
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28 2013/14 HESA staff statistics are used 
for this comparison: www.hesa.ac.uk/
pr212
As can be seen from Figure A.4, the most prevalent leadership responsibilities were those related 
to line management, budgetary responsibility and institutional committee membership. 
Sample representativeness
While there is a great deal of heterogeneity in the demographic, institutional and job-
role characteristics of the sample, it nonetheless over-represents certain sections of the 
population relative to the broader UK higher education population. 
It is possible to compare the sample of respondents with the broader UK higher education 
population in terms of the age, gender and role characteristics of our sample28. Table A.2 
compares the age, gender and role characteristics of the sample with the general UK higher 
education population. 
Examining Table A.2 reveals that the current sample consists of a higher proportion of 
women and employees over the age of 41 years than in the general population. This 
sample also over-samples academics relative to professional services staff. Finally, academic 
respondents are on average much more likely to occupy a professorial or leadership role 
than is the case in higher education generally. Consequently, it is important to consider that 
the results summarised in this report may not generalise to more junior segments of the UK 
higher education population.   
Figure A.4: Distribution of additional leadership responsibilities among sample
Line  manager
Budget holder
Institutional committee
External HE committee
University senior leadership team
Other
Institutional lead
Senate
0 60 8020 40
Percentage of participants
41HELMs Paper by Dr Kim Peters and Professor Michelle K. Ryan
Table A.2: Frequency of academic, academic leadership and professional services roles
Characteristic HELMs sample UK higher education 
population
Gender
   Women 63% 54%
   Men 37% 46%
Age
   51+ 43% 29%
   41–50 37% 26%
   31–40 16% 27%
   22–30 2% 16%
Job role
   Academic 57% 49%
   Professional services 43% 51%
Academic contract level
   Professor 21% 10%
   Other senior academic 50% 3%
   Other academic 29% 87%
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APPENDIX 3: 
DESCRIPTIVE 
STATISTICS 
TO CLOSED 
QUESTIONS
Motivation Respondents were asked to indicate how important 13 factors were in motivating 
them in their work. We reserve-coded responses so that 1 signalled that a factor was completely 
unimportant and 4 signalled that a factor was very important. Factor-analysis revealed that the 13 
factors mapped onto four broad categories of motivations: intrinsic factors, social factors, career 
factors and contribution factors. We summarise the factors accordingly. 
Item N Mean (SD) Min Max
Intrinsic factors
  Challenging / interesting work 847 3.88 (0.33) 3 4
  Having autonomy over my work 845 3.72 (0.48) 1 4
  Opportunity to learn / develop skills / knowledge 846 3.63 (0.52) 2 4
Social factors
  Being treated with respect 844 3.73 (0.46) 2 4
  Working for an inspiring leader / manager 844 3.37 (0.66) 1 4
  Working with inspiring colleagues 845 3.48 (0.60) 1 4
Career factors
  A high basic salary 846 3.05 (0.63) 1 4
  Performance-related pay / incentive schemes 833 2.30 (0.82) 1 4
  Clear career advancement within the institution 840 3.18 (0.74) 1 4
  Job security 847 3.44 (0.61) 1 4
  Formal recognition of my achievements 843 3.18 (0.71) 1 4
Contribution factors
  Doing work that is of value to society 844 3.43 (0.66) 1 4
  Engaging with students 845 3.00 (0.87) 1 4
43HELMs Paper by Dr Kim Peters and Professor Michelle K. Ryan
Learning and development Respondents were asked to respond to five statements that 
tapped into their perceptions that they are supported in their learning and development 
by their institutions. For each statement, participants were asked to respond using a five-
point scale (where 1=strongly agree, 3=don’t know, 5=strongly disagree). 
Item N Mean (SD) Min Max
Sufficient resource is allocated to my learning and 
development by my institution.
847 2.60 (1.19) 1 5
Career progression and development opportunities 
for staff are not a priority in my institution.
846 3.40 (1.21) 1 5
I am clear about what I need to do in order to progress 
in my career.
847 2.61 (1.18) 1 5
I regularly use online resources to support and 
enhance my personal and professional development.
842 2.79 (1.23) 1 5
I would need to leave my current institution to 
progress my career.
845 2.65 (1.25) 1 5
Mentors Respondents were asked to respond to five questions about career mentors. 
They responded to each question using a dichotomous (Yes / No) response scale. ‘Yes’ 
responses received a numerical value of 1, and ‘No’ responses received a numerical  
value of 2.
Item N Mean (SD) Min Max
Do you have a mentor? 846 1.68 (0.47) 1 2
Is your mentor someone within your institution? 322 1.39 (0.49) 1 2
Is this a formal mentoring relationship? 348 1.56 (0.50) 1 2
Do you feel your own development and learning 
would, or does, benefit from having a mentor?
694 1.26 (0.44) 1 2
Developing future leaders Respondents were asked to respond to three closed questions 
about institutional initiatives for developing future leaders. The response scales for the 
questions varied and are specified by each item. 
Item N Mean (SD) Min Max
My institution should do more to develop the next 
generation of institutional leaders (Response scale: 
1=strongly agree, 3=don’t know, 5=strongly disagree).
843 1.81 (0.89) 1 5
As far as you are aware, does your institution have a 
formal process / programme for identifying highly 
talented individuals, or those who might take up 
future leadership positions? (Response scale: 1=yes, 
2=no, 3=don’t know).
844 2.01 (0.77) 1 3
As far as you are aware, does your institution provide 
additional support for highly talented individuals, or 
those who might take up future leadership positions? 
(Response scale: 1=yes, 2=no, 3=don’t know).
844 2.00 (0.83) 1 3
44 Motivating and developing leaders
BIOGRAPHIES
Kim Peters is Lecturer in Organisational Psychology at the University of Queensland, 
Australia. Her research focuses on the social consequences of daily conversations and social 
influence processes (including leadership and role modelling) in social and organisational 
settings. Her work has been published in leading journals in social psychology and 
management science, including Psychological Bulletin, Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, and Journal of Management.
Michelle Ryan is Professor of Social and Organisational Psychology at the University of 
Exeter, UK, and (part-time) Professor of Diversity at the University of Groningen, The 
Netherlands. Her research lies in the nexus of social and organisational psychology, and 
tends to focus on the under-representation of women (and other minority groups) in the 
workplace. Michelle works closely with organisations and her research influences both 
academic theory and organisational practice.
45HELMs Paper by Dr Kim Peters and Professor Michelle K. Ryan
46 Motivating and developing leaders
First published November 2015
Leadership Foundation for Higher Education
Published by the Leadership Foundation for Higher Education
Registered and operational address:
Leadership Foundation for Higher Education
Peer House
8-14 Verulam Street
London
WC1X 8LZ
info@lfhe.ac.uk 
www.lfhe.ac.uk
© Leadership Foundation for Higher Education
As the publisher of this work, the Leadership Foundation would like to encourage its 
circulation as widely as possible while retaining the copyright. We have supported the 
creation of this work as part of our programme of research and innovation and hope 
that it will be of value to senior leaders, managers, development practitioners and 
policy makers throughout higher education and beyond.
We are a membership organisation and prioritise our members’ access to our reports. 
However, short summaries of each report are also available online to all.
Permission is granted to reproduce for personal and educational use only. Commercial 
copying, hiring, lending are prohibited.
If you would like to use this work for your own non-commercial personal or educational 
purposes – for example download, save, perform or distribute it in any format, 
including translation - you may do so without written permission. Please note that the 
following will be required:
•  The Leadership Foundation and the author(s) are credited
•  Our website address www.lfhe.ac.uk is prominently displayed
•  The text is not altered and is used in full
•  The work is not resold
•  A copy of the work or link to its use online is sent to the Leadership Foundation.  
You are welcome to ask for permission to use this work for purposes other than those 
covered above.
ISBN 978-1-906627-82-9
Designed & produced by Smith Creative 
www.smith-creative.co.uk
Printed in the United Kingdom
Peer House
8-14 Verulam Street
London
WC1X 8LZ
Connect with us:
T +44 (0) 20 3468 4810 
F +44 (0) 20 3468 4811 
E info@lfhe.ac.uk 
www.lfhe.ac.uk
Follow us on Twitter
www.twitter.com/LFHEMarketing
Visit our blog
LFHEBlog.com
Join us on Facebook
http://on.fb.me/LFFacebook
Join us on LinkedIn
http://linked.in/LFHELinkedIn
Visit our website
www.lfhe.ac.uk
f
w
Please consider your environmental 
responsibilities and, if printing this pdf 
recycle the hard copy after use.
w i
